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Dear Rick: 
JAMES M. WADDELL. JR . 
CHAIRMAN . 
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE 
ROBERT N. McLELLAN 
CHAIRMAN. 
HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 
JESSE A . COLES . JR .. Ph .D . 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Attached is the final audit report of the South Carolina 
Commission for the Blind as prepared by the Off ice of Audit and 
Certification. Ini.tially, an audit was performed of the 
Commission's procurement activity for the period July 1, 19 8 5 -
August 31, 1987. Audit results were less than desirable. 
Due to this fact, the audit staff has worked with Commission 
management toward the resolution of issues raised during the 
initial audit. Two follow-up reviews have been performed; one 
covering the period of July 1, 1987 - April 30, 1988, and th :~ 
other covering the period of July 1, - September 30, 1988. The 
two follow-up review letters can be found on pages 20 and 26 of 
this report. 
The Commission has progressed to the point that no audit 
exceptions were noted during the second follow-up review. 
Certification above the $2,500.00 limit allowed by law has not 
been requested by the Conmission so I recommend that this report 
be presented to the Budget and Control Board for their 
information. 
;;:~~. 
James J. Forth, Jr. 
Assistant Division Director 
Attachment 
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We have examined the procurement policies and procedures o f 
the South Carolina Conunission for the Blind for the period July 
1 , 1985 through September 30, 1988. As a part o f o u r 
examination, we made a study and evaluation of the system o f 
internal control over procurement transactio ns to the exten t we 
considered necessary. 
The purpose of such evaluation was to establish a basis for 
reliance upon the system of internal control to assure adherence 
to the Consolidated Procurement Code and State and interna 1 
procurement policy. Additionally, the evaluation was used in 
determining the nature, timing and extent of other auditing 
procedures that were necessary for developing an opinion on the 
adequacy, efficiency and effectiveness of the procurement system. 
The administration of the South Carolina Commission for the 
Blind is responsible for establishing and maintaining a system of 
internal control over procurement transactions. In fulfilling 
this responsibility, estimates and judgements by management are 
required to assess the expected benefits and related costs of 
control procedures. The objectives of a system are to provide 
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management with reasonable, but not absolute, assurance of the 
integrity of the procurement process, that affected assets are 
safeguarded against loss from unauthorized use or disposition and 
that transactions are executed in accordance with management ' s 
authorization and are recorded properly. 
Because of inherent limitations in any system of internal 
control, errors or irregularities may occur and not be detected. 
Also, projection of any evaluation of the system to future 
periods is subject to the risk that procedures may become 
inadequate because of changes in conditions, or that the degree 
of compliance with the procedures may deteriorate. 
Our study and evaluation of the system of internal control 
over procurement transactions as well as our overall examination 
of procurement policies and procedures were conducted with due 
professional care. They would not, however, because of the 
nature of audit testing, necessarily disclose all weaknesses in 
the system. 
The examination did, however, disclose conditions enumerated 
in this report which we believe to be subject to correction or 
improvement. 
Corrective action based on the recommendations described in 
these findings will in all material respects place the South 
Carolina Commission for the Blind in compliance with the South 
Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code and ensuing regulations. 
1.~~~anager 
Audit and Certification 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Office of Audit and Certification conducted an 
examination of the internal procurement operating procedures and 
policies and related manual of the South Carolina Commission for 
the Blind. 
Our on-site review was conducted May 27, 1987 through 
September 2, 1987 and was made under authority as described in 
Section 11-35-1230(1) of the South Carolina Procurement Code and 
Section 19-445.2020 of the accompanying regulations. Two follow-
up reviews were performed subsequent to the original audit. 
The examination was directed principally to determine 
whether, in all material respects, that the procurement system ' s 
internal controls were adequate and the procurement procedures, 
as outlined in the Internal Procurement Operating Procedures 
Manual, were in Compliance with the South Carolina Consolidated 
Procurement Code and its ensuing regulations. 
Additionally our work was directed toward 
assisting the agency in promoting the underlying purposes and 
policies of the Code as outlined in Section 11-35-20, which 
includes: 
(1) to ensure the fair and equitable treatment of all 
persons who deal with the procurement system of 
this State; 
(2) to provide increased economy in state procurement 
activities and to maximize to the fullest extent 
practicable the purchasing values of funds of the 
State; 
( 3) to provide safeguards for the maintenance of a 
procurement system of quality and integrity with 
clearly defined rules for ethical behavior on the 
part of all person engaged in the public 
procurement process. 
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SCOPE 
Our examination encompassed a detailed analysis of the 
internal procurement operating procedures of the South Carolina 
Commission for the Blind and the related policies and procedures 
manual to the extent we deemed necessary to formulate an opinion 
on the adequacy of the system to properly handle procurement 
transactions. 
The Office of Audit and Certification selected a sample for 
the period July 1, 1985 through April 30, 1987 of procurement 
transactions for compliance testing and performed other audit 
procedures through August 31, 1987 that we considered necessary 
in the circumstances to formulate this opinion. Two extensive 
follow-up reviews were performed to supplement the scope of our 
work during the original audit. During the follow-up reviews, we 
performed tests of selected procurement transactions for the 
period of July 1, 1987 - September 30, 1988. As specified in the 
Consolidated Procurement Code and related regulations, our review 
of the system included, but was not limited to the following 
areas: 
(1) adherence to provisions of the South Carolina 
Consolidated Procurement Code and accompanying 
regulations; 
(2) procurement staff and training; 
(3) adequate audit trails and purchase order 
register; 
(4) evidences of competition; 
(5) small purchase provisions and purchase order 
confirmations; 
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(6) emergency and sole source procurements; 
(7) source selections; 
(8) file documentation of procurements; 
(9) inventory and disposition of surplus 
property; 
(10) economy and efficiency of the procurement 
process, and 
(11) approval of Minority Business Enterprise Plan. 
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SUMMARY OF AUDIT FINDINGS 
Our audit of the procurement system of the South Carolina 
Commission for the Blind produced findings and recommendations in 
the following areas: 
I. Compliance - General 
A. Procurements Made Without Competition 
Twenty-one procurements were awarded without 
solicitations of competition. Of these, 
thirteen were also unauthorized. 
B. Procurement Made Improperly 
Two procurements were made improperly. In 
one case, the award was not made to the 
lowest offeror. In the other 
the award was made without 
required number of solicitations. 
II. Compliance- Sole Source and EmerQency 
Procurements 
case, 
the 
One procurement was made inappropriately as 
a sole source. Also, quarterly reports of 
these types of procurement activity 
were not prepared correctly in all cases. 
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III. Procurement Procedures 
Changes were made to purchase authorizations 
without the procurement officer's approval. 
There were no established guidelines for 
approval of these changes. In the Business 
Enterprise Program and the case service area, 
procurements are made and the documentation 
is forwarded to the procurement officer 
several days later. This appears to be in 
conflict with the procurement operating 
procedures which designate the procurement 
officer as the person responsible for 
the agency's procurement system and com-
pliance with the Procurement Code and 
regulations. 
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RESULTS OF EXAMINATION 
I. Compliance - General 
We reviewed procurements in the four areas of goods and 
services, consultant services, construction and related 
professional services and information technology. During this 
review we tested ninety-six randomly selected transactions for 
the period July 1, 1985 through April 30, 1987. We also reviewed 
other transactions as we deemed necessary through June 30, 1987. 
The following types of exceptions were noted. 
A. Procurements Made Without Competition 
Twenty-one procurements were awarded without solicitations 
of competition. 
PURCHASE 
AUTHORIZATION 
1. DEV 
2. Voucher 45 
3. DEV 
4. Voucher 1670 
5. Voucher 5338 
PROCUREMENT 
AMOUNT 
$ 3,160.00 
779.00 
643.00 
1,062.88 
580.00 
8 
DESCRIPTION 
Employer bond insur-
ance 7 / 82-7 / 86 four 
year policy 
Employer bond insur-
ance 7/86-7/87 
Employee bond insur-
ance 7/87-7/88 
Equipment lease 
Travel agency for 
airfare 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
6. 12435 
7. 12437 
8. 14900 
9. 21003 
10. 21004 
11. 22829 
12.17453 
13. 27537 
14. 27796 
15. Contract 
16. Contract 
17. Contract 
18. Contract 
19. Contract 
20. Contract 
21. Voucher 41 
1,719.76 
1,091.40 
2,346.00 
1,200.00 
733.30 
1,928.30 
1,928.30 
763.47 
883.14 
47,083.00 
8,364.00 
9,132.00 
5,832.00 
5,544.00 
5,544.00 
1,820.00 
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Conference expense 
(room rentals, 
equipment rental, 
items for break, 
luncheon) 
Honorarium plus 
travel cost 
Training course for 
client 
Training course-
tuition client 
Training course-
tuition client 
Transportation ser-
vices 
Transportation ser-
vices 
Repair equipment 
Repair equipment 
Information resource 
management review 
Maintenance. IT 
6/30/84 - 6/29/85 
Maintenance. IT 
6/30/85 -6/29/86 
Software agreement 
7/01/85 - 6/30/86 
Software agreement 
7/01/86 - 6/30/87 
Software agreement 
7/01/87 - 6/30/88 
Computer with acces-
sories. The invoice 
had the following 
statement, 
in effect 
July 30, 
applicable 
"contract 
prior to 
1981 and 
laws have 
state 
been 
complied with." 
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Regulation 19-445.2100 defines the competitive requirements 
for procurement as follows: 
Amount 
$ 500.01 to $1,499.99 
$1,500.00 to $2,499.99 
Solicitation Requirements 
Minimum two verbal or written quotes 
Minimum of three written quotations 
For procurements that exceed $2,500.00, Regulation 19-
445.2035 requires the following requirements when the sealed bid 
source selection is utilized: 
Amount Solicitation Requirements 
$ 2,500.00 to $4,999.99 Minimum three qualified sources 
$ 5,000.00 to $9,999.99 Minimum five qualified sources 
$10,000.00 or more Minimum ten qualified sources 
The agency must adhere to the competitive requirements of 
the regulations. 
Additionally items 6, 7, 8, 9, 11 and 12 were unauthorized 
procurements because each procurement was made by personnel who 
did not have the authority to make procurements for the agency. 
Items 1, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20 were unauthorized as the 
amount exceeded the $2,500.00 certification limit of the agency. 
The agency also issued purchase authorization 12563 for $1,806.00 
on 12/06/85 for equipment procured on 11/04/85, thus making this 
an unauthorized procurement. 
Regulation 19-445.2015 requires that each unauthorized 
procurement must be ratified by either the Commissioner, 
Materials Management Officer, or the Director of General Services 
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based on the dollar amount of each procurement. The regulation 
requires that a written determination be prepared as to the facts 
and circumstance surrounding each procurement, corrective action 
taken to prevent further occurrences, action taken against the 
individual committing the act and documentation that the price 
paid was fair and reasonable. If the price was unreasonable, the 
individual may be held pecuniarily liable for the difference. 
B. Procurements Made Improperly 
In two cases, procurements were made improperly. The first, 
purchase authorization 15092, was awarded to the second low 
offeror for $1, 34 0. 00 even though the lowest offeror quotes a 
price of $1,290.00. The second, purchase authorization 15002 for 
$1,770.00, was awarded based upon a solicitation of two written 
quotations rather than the required three written quotations. 
Regulation 19-445.2065(A) requires that award be made to the 
lowest responsive and responsible bidder. 
Regulation 19-445.2100 requires solicitation of a minimum of 
three written quotations for procurements from $1,500.00 to 
$2,499.99. 
We recommend that these requirements be followed for all 
future procurements. 
As evidenced by the exceptions noted above, the agency does 
not have sufficient control over procurement activity to assure 
compliance with the Code and regulations. We recommend that the 
procurement officer scrutinize each purchase request for 
compliance with specific emphasis on the source selection method 
applicable to each purchase request. 
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II. Compliance - Sole Source and Emer9ency Procurements 
We examined the quarterly reports of sole source and 
emergency procurements and all supporting documents for the period 
January 1, 1985 through June 30, 1987 for purposes of determining 
the appropriateness of the procurement actions taken and the 
accuracy of the reports submitted to the Division of General 
Services as required by Section 11-35-2440 of the Consolidated 
Procurement Code. We found the majority of these transactions to 
be proper and accurately reported, but we did note the following 
exceptions. 
A. The agency reported on the quarter ending March 31, 19 8 7 a 
procurement of $1,500.00 for consulting services for preparation 
of the cost allocation plan. The procurement did not meet the 
criteria of a sole source. 
We recommend that the agency solicit competition for his 
type of service. 
B. The following types of reporting errors were noted. 
1. Sole source procurements not reported 
PURCHASE 
AUTHORIZATION 
18017 
18020 
12539 
PROCUREMENT 
AMOUNT 
$ 6,000.00 
1,848.56 
2,640.00 
DESCRIPTION 
Equipment 
Equipment 
Equipment 
2. Under reported sole source procurement amount 
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PURCHASE 
AUTHORIZATION 
14207 
QUARTER 
REPORTED 
9/85 
PROCUREMENT 
AMOUNT 
$ 30,000.00 
AMOUNT 
REPORTED 
$1,953.02 
UNDER REPORTED 
AMOUNT 
$ 28,046.98 
3. Exempt items reported as sole source 
PURCHASE 
AUTHORIZATION 
73240 
AMOUNT 
REPORTED 
$ 712.50 
686.50 
DESCRIPTION 
Books 
Books, pamphlets 
4. Emergency procurement reported unnecessarily. 
The agency reported on the quarter ending December 31, 1985 a 
procurement of $4,800.00 for a closed circuit television that 
was made by purchase order 96638 issued by the Materials 
Management Office. The agency should not have reported the 
procurement as an emergency. 
We recommend that amended reports be filed with the Division 
of General Services to accurately report the sole source and 
emergency procurements. 
III. Procurement Procedures 
During our review we noted that changes were made to the 
purchase authorizations without any established guidelines as to 
the dollar amount of price increases or decreases. These changes 
were not processed through the procurement officer as the 
counselors and supervisors could authorize the changes. 
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Additionally changes were being made by the secretaries for the 
counselors and supervisors. 
We noted that the procurement operating procedures 
designated the procurement officer as the person responsible for 
the agency's procurement system and compliance with the Code and 
regulations. The procedures required that the procurement 
officer must approve all purchase request. In the Business 
Enterprise Program ( BEP) and the case service area for 
procurements in the medical services area with object codes in 
the 1100 series, these procedures were not being adhered to. In 
the BEP area for repairs and maintenance of equipment, the 
counselors call the BEP office in Columbia to get a purchase 
authorization number and proceed to make the procurement. The 
counselors will then send the purchase request to the BEP 
Columbia office. The Columbia office will forward the purchase 
request to the procurement officer for approval. These events 
take, at a minimum, three working days from the procurement to 
the approval. 
These procurements are less than $500.00 each so there is no 
major potential for violation of the Procurement Code. However, 
what this amounts to is a continuous confirmation purchase order 
system which provides "too little, too late" control over the 
procurement function and technically is a violation of the 
procurement operating procedures stated above. 
We recommend that one of the two optional methods be 
adopted: 
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(1) Procurement actions be centralized with the procurement 
officer actually handling them. This means 
establishment of a conventional requisition system with 
no commitment being made except for isolated cases by 
anyone but the procurement officer. 
(2) A departmental purchase order (D.P.O.) system be 
established to replace the current process. Under such 
a system, the BEP counselors would be officially 
authorized to make procurement actions within defined 
guidelines, ie. types of procurements, dollar amounts, 
etc. 
15 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
CONCLUSION 
As enumerated in our transmittal letter, corrective action 
based on the recommendations described in the findings in the 
body of this report, we believe, will in all material respects 
place the South Carolina Commission for the Blind in compliance 
with the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code and ensuing 
regulations. 
We must state our concern over the number of procurements 
that were made without solicitations for competition and the 
number of missing contracts and / or purchase authorizations. 
Prior to May 31, 1988 the Office of Audit and Certification 
will perform a follow-up review to determine if the proposed 
corrective action has been taken. Subject to this corrective 
action and because additional certification was not requested, we 
will recommend that the South Carolina Commission for the Blind 
be allowed to continue procuring goods and services, construc-
tion, information technology and consulting services up to the 
basic level as outlined in the Procurement Code. Corrective 
action is the key to such a recommendation. 
FOLLOW-UP CONCLUSION 
The Office of Audit and Certification has performed two 
follow-up reviews of the Commission for the Blind's procurement 
activity since the original audit period. The results of the 
second follow-up review were positive with no audit exceptions 
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noted. Therefore, we recommend that the Commission for the Blind 
be allowed to continue procuring goods and services, 
construction, information technology and consulting services up 
to the basic level as outlined in the Consolidated Procurement 
Code. 
~~0~~ 
Audit Manager 
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SCYJ1h carolina 
canmission fa ire blird 
1430 CONFEDERATE AVENUE • COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201 
TELEPHONE~~i 734-7522 
William K. James, Commissioner 
May 19, 1988 
Mr. R. Voight Shealy, Manager 
Audit and Certification 
Division of General Services 
1201 Main Street, Suite 420 
Columbia, s.· t. 29201 
Dear Mr. Shealy: 
BOARD 
PATRICIA L. PATRICK 
Ch.a•rm.an 
D~r lington 
CLAY W. EVATI, JR., M.D. 
V • ce-Ch~lfm.iln 
Ch.arles1on 
MRS. EAR LENE S. GARDNER 
Secretary 
Aiken 
ROBERT R. BELL 
Member 
l.aurens 
MRS. MA TilE B. GATLIN 
WILLIAM ]. SHEALY 
Member 
Columbi.a 
SAM UEL L. ZIMMERMAN 
Member 
Greenv1lle 
The South Carol ina Commission for the Blind has reviewed the revised draft 
of the South Carol ina Commission for the Blind Procurement Audit Report 
(July 1, 1985 - August 31, 1987) dated May 5, 1988. 
Based on the findings and recommendations described in the revised draft 
of the audit report and our concurrence with the audit findings, the 
administrative staff of this agency is proceeding to take appropriate 
corrective actions. 
We are establishing a stronger system of internal controls over procurement 
transactions to ensure compliance with the South Carol ina Consolidated 
Procurement - Code and ensuing regulations. We are speci7lc~lly ensuring 
that solicitations have proper competition and that procurement procedures, 
documentation and record-keeping are improved. 
For unauthorized procurements cited in the Audit, ratification is being 
requested from the appropriate authority as determined by the dollar amount 
of the procurement. In addition, a departmental purchase order system is 
being established in the Rehabilitative Services Division that wi 11 
initially allow Business Enterprise Program Counselors to make procurements 
within defined guidelines. 
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Mr. R. Voight Shealy 
May 19, 1988 
Page 2 
We appreciate the advice and guidance that you have provided during this 
Audit and we particularly appreciate the interest shown by Mr. Larry 
Sorrell in helping to resolve our procurement exceptions. 
Wii~A~ 
Commissioner 
CFJ/dgr 
FK 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
BUDGET AND CONTROL BOARD 
CARROll A. CAMPBELL. JR . 
GOVERNOR 
GRADY l . PATTERSON. JR. 
STATE TREASURER 
EARLE E. MORRIS . JR . 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
Mr. William K. James 
Commissioner 
DIVISION OF GENERAL SERVICES 
1201 MAIN STREET. SUITE 420 
COLUMBIA. SOUTH CAROUNA 29201 
(803) 737 ·3880 
RICHARD W. KELLY 
DIVISION DIRECTOR 
August 25, 1988 
Commission for the Blind 
1430 Confederate Avenue 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Dear Mr. James: 
JAMES M. WADDEll. JR . 
CHAIRMAN. 
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTE£ 
ROBERT N. McllU.AN 
CHAIRMAN. 
HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE 
JESSE A. COLES. JR .. Ph.D. 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
As you know, the Office of Audit and Certification of the 
Division of General Services performed an audit of the Commission 
for the Blind and issued our draft report. We held an exit 
conference to discuss the issues raised in the audit with Mr. 
Fred Key, Administrative Operations Manager and Mr. Charlie 
Johnson, Purchasing Officer. In response to the report, the 
Commission indicated the corrective action that would be taken to 
eliminate the noncompliance discovered during the audit. (See 
the attachment) 
As is our practice, Mr. Larry Sorrell of my office performed 
a follow-up review to bring the audit current and determine the 
Commission's progress toward corrective action on each issue 
raised in the draft report. We tested the Commission's general 
expenditure activity for the period of December 1, 1987 - April 
30, 1988 and tested the Commission's sole source and emergency 
procurements for the period of July 1987 - March 1988. 
I must say that the results of our follow-up review were less 
than we had hoped. Several corrective action steps had not been 
taken. Further, the addi tiona! tests of procurements revealed 
further exceptions. 'l'he attached document provides detailed 
information on each follow-up weakness. 
We met again with Mr. Fred Key and Mr. Charlie Johnson on 
August 15 to discuss progress made toward corrective action 
between the time the follow-up was performed and the date of this 
meeting. We determined that progress has been made but that we 
still have work to do. Further, we agreed that corrective action 
would be accomplished by September 30, 1988. 
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I believe this is a reasonable target date. We will perform 
a follow-up review on or about that date to determine the 
Commission's progress. 
Sincerely, 
Attachments - 2 
cc: Mr. Fred Key 
Mr. Charlie Johnson 
Mr. Richard w. Kelly 
Mr. James J. Forth, Jr. 
Mr. Larry Sorrell 
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Commission for the Blind 
Audit Follow-up Review Results 
I. Item I .A. of the draft report entitled "Procurements Made 
Without Competition" addressed the fact that twenty-two 
procurements had been made without solicitations for competition. 
The Commission's response stated: 
We are establishing a stronger system of internal 
controls over procurement transactions to ensure 
compliance with the South Carolina Consolidated 
Procurement Code and ensuing regulations. We are 
specifically ensuring that solicitations have proper 
competition and that procurement procedures, 
documentation and record-keeping are improved. 
However, during the 
additional procurements 
competition or sole 
determinations: 
follow-up review, we noted the following 
that were not supported by evidence of 
source or emergency procurement 
voucher 
5342 
6624 A 
6725 A 
6813 A 
3712 
7627 A 
3294 A 
Purchase 
Authorize 
30588 
37873 
DEV 
37825 
32060 
N/A 
DEV 
Contract 
Amount 
$ 1,989.75 
1,045.00 
2,706.18 
590.00 
932.10 
518.00 
1,096.19 
70,100.00 
Description 
Organ 
Tuition 
Transportation services 
Travel agency 
Repairs 
Travel agency 
Equipment lease with 
statement on invoice 
"Contract in effect 
prior to ... " Per Charlie 
Johnson, the agency will 
sole source 7/1/88. 
Consultant 
A - Procurements for these type services were addressed in 
the audit report. 
II. Item I.A. of the draft report also addressed the issue of 
fourteen procurements being unauthorized either because they were 
made by personnel without the requisite authority 6r because they 
exceed the Commission's procurement authority of $2,500.00 
The Commission's response stated: 
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For unauthorized procurements cited in the audit, 
ratification is being requested from the appropriate 
authority as determined by the dollar amount of the 
procurement. 
However, during our follow-up review, we found that no 
ratifications have been requested. 
Additionally, during our follow-up review, we noted the 
following unauthorized procurements not previously addressed: 
Purchase 
voucher Authorize Amount Description 
( 1) Contract $ 70,100.00 Consultant 
( 2 ) 6725 18669 1,065.60 Transportation 
services 1/18/88 -
1/29/88 
6725 18770 2,264.40 Transportation 
services 
2/26/88 
2/1/88 
The first item above, clearly exceeded the Commission's 
procurement authority of $2,500.00. The second item above, was 
two separate purchase authorizations for a continuing service · 
totalling $3,330.00 ($1,065.60 + $2,264.40). 
Ratification must be 
listed as unauthorized 
additional ~rocurements 
Regulation 19-445.2015 
ratification.· 
requested for the fourteen procurements 
in the draft report and for these 
noted in the follow-up review. 
addresses the requirements for 
III. Item II of the draft report addressed the issue of sole 
source and emergency procurements. We did not find as many types 
of reporting errors during the follow-up review that we had 
during the audit, but we believe one sole source procurement was 
inappropriate. 
The March 1988 sole source procurement quarterly report 
showed a procurement of consultant services of $1,500.00. We do 
not believe this procurement met the criteria for a sole source. 
In fact, during a telephone conversation with Mr. Charlie Johnson 
prior to this procurement being made, I furnished him with the 
name of another vendor who could furnish the type services 
required. 
IV. Item III. of the draft report dealt with the Commission's 
procurement procedures and addressed several weaknesses. We 
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addressed that guidelines had not been established to define 
dollar limits and authority for making changes to a purchq_se 
authorization. 
At the time: of the follow-up review, guidelines had not been 
established. 
We noted the following additional differences between 
purchase authorizations and payment amounts: 
Purchase P.A. Payment 
voucher Authorization Total AmOUnt In~~ea~e/<De~~ea~e> I 
3712 32060 $ 150.00 $ 932.10 $ 782.10 
6799 36180 2,235.00 $2,035.00 <200.00> 
7508 32951 708.00 749.30 41.30 
3315 35918 360.00 272.50 <87.50> 
3316 33519 360.00 238.62 <121.38> 
4206 26267 888.13 932.53 44.40 
6725 18670 2,264.40 1,633.18 <631.22> 
For the following procurements the requests were not signed 
by personnel with the requisite authority: 
voucher 
4206 
4766 
5609 
7591 
7756 
Purchase 
Authorize 
26267 
DEV 
39407 
39524 
39526 
Amount 
$ 883.13 
1,345.22 
656.25 
1,530.90 
2,496.55 
Description 
Repairs 
Forms 
Equipment 
Repairs 
Repairs 
For the following procurements, the purchase requests did 
not identify the vendor personnel contacted for quotations nor 
the vendor's addresses and telephone numbers: 
Purchase 
voucher Authorize AmOUnt Description 
4206 26267 $ 883.13 Repairs 
4766 DEV 1,345.22 Forms 
6799 36180 2,035.00 Equipment 
7591 39524 1,530.90 Repairs 
7756 39526 2,496.55 Repairs 
The following contracts were unavailable for our review: 
voucher 
5336 A 
Purchase 
Authorize 
96125 
AmOUDt 
$3,990.00 
payment 
24 
DescriJ;?tion 
IT support for year 
with estimated cost 
at 38,844 per year 
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6331 
6725 B 
3294 A 
DEV 
DEV 
DEV 
594.50 
2,706.18 
1,096.16 
Security services 
Transportation services 
Equipment lease 
B - Procu~ment for this type service was addressed in 
audit report and as not bid 
A - Addressed in audit report as unauthorized 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
BUDGET AND CONTROL BOARD 
CARROU A. CAMPBEU, JR. 
GOVERNOR 
GRADY l. PATIERSON . JR. 
STATE TREASURER 
EARLE E. MORRIS. JR. 
COMPTROUER GENERAL 
Mr. William K. James 
Commissioner 
DIVISION OF GENERAL SERVICES 
1201 MAIN STREET. SUITE 420 
COLUMBIA. SOUTH CAROLINA 29201 
(803) 737 -3880 
·' ~/ 
RICHARD W . KEUY 
DIVISION DIRECTOR 
December 21, 1988 
Commission for the Blind 
1430 Confederate Avenue 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Dear Mr. James: 
JAMES M. WADDELL. JR . 
CHAIRMAN , 
SENATE FINANCE COMMITIEE 
ROBERT N. McLEUAN 
CHAIRMAN , 
HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITIEE 
JESSE A . COLES. JR .. Ph .D . 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
As you know, the Office of Audit and Certifi c atio n of the 
Division of General Services has been in the process of 
completing an audit of the procurement activity of the Commissi o n 
for the Blind. Toward this end, we have performed a second 
follow-up review as I indicated we would in my letter of August 
25, which addressed our first follow-up review. 
During our second follow-up review we focused on the Commission ' s 
progress toward corrective action in the areas addressed in the 
original draft report. We tested a random sample of general 
procurement activity for the period of July 1 September 30, 
1988 and tested all sole source, emergency and trade-in 
procurements for the period of April 1 - September 30, 1988. 
I am pleased to inform you that no exceptions were noted during 
the second follow-up review. Improvement was evident in 
solicitations for competition for procurements and procedures 
have been established to strengthen internal controls in the 
Business Enterprise Program. 
Based upon the results of the second follow-up review and the 
progress made, I am recommending that the Budget and Control 
Board allow the Commission for the Blind to continue procuring 
goods and services, consultant services, construction services 
and information technology up to the basic level of $2,500.00 as 
outlined in the Consolidated Procurement Code. 
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Sincerely, 
~*!;,~er 
Audit and Certific=~~ 
cc: Mr. James J. Forth, Jr. 
Mr. Fred Key 
Mr. Larry Sorrell 
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